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I. Purpose and Scope of Study

The Central Intelligence Agency's performancev
in its role of support to the Warren Commission
has been a source oOf controversy‘since the
inception ef the Warren Commission. Critice'
‘have repeatedly charged that the CIa participaied
inAa conspiracy designed to suppress information
relevant to the:aesaseination of President Kennedy,

| ‘During 1976 the critic's

assertions were the subject of official inquiry

by the Senate Select Committee to Study.
Governmental Operations (hereinafter SSC). The
SSC, in its report regarding "The Investigation
of the Assassination of President John F. Kennedyi
Performance of the Intelligence Agencies" reached
the following conclusion: C

The Committee emphasizes that it has

not uncovered any evidence sufficient

to justify a conclusion that there was

a conspiracy to assassinate President

Kennedy. : : |

The Committee has, however, developed
evidence which impeaches the process

lokin-loozs



by which the intelligence agencies
arrived at their own conclusions
about the assassination, and by
which they provided information
to the Warren Commission. This
evidence indicates that the
investigation of the assassina-
tion was deficient and that facts
which might have substantially
affected the course of the inves-
tigation were not provided the
Warren Commission or those
individuals within the FBI and
the CIA, as well as other agencies
- of Government, who were charged
with investigating the assassina-
tion. (98¢, Beosk &, P &)

This Committee has sought-to examine in
greater detail the general findings of the SSC.
The Committee has particularly focused its attention

on the specific issue of whether the CIA or any

employee or former employee of the CIA misinformed,

or withheld information relevant to'the assassina—

tion of Presideht‘Kennedy from tﬁe Warren

Commission. In addition, the Committee has

attempted to determi;e whether, if the Warren

Commission was misinformed or not made privy to
oy : information relevant to its'investigatiqn,

whether the misinforming or withholding of

evidence from the Warren Commission was the

o)




resﬁlt of a conscious intent to do so by the
Agénéy or its émplbyees,

The Commitfée has sought to examine the .
issue detailed above in both an objective
and disciplined manner. In order to accomplish
this goal the Committee has utilized a 1977 -
Repor£ by the CIA's Inspector General (hereinafter
77 IGR). This"?eport was highly critical of
the SSC_findings and assertedbthat the SSC
Final Report conveyed an impression of limited .
.effort by the CIA to assist the Warren Commission

in its work. The 77 IGR was in fundamental

disagreement'with~this characterization of the
.SSC findings and noted that "cIa did seek and
collect 1nformatlon in support of the Warren_
Comm1551on. Addltlonally, it conducted studles
.and'submitted sPeciél analyses and'reports.
(77 IGR, Introduction to Tab E.)

In order to demonstrate fﬁrther the scope
of support provided by fhe CIA to the Warren |

commission, the 77 IGR contained a comprehensive

listing of CIA generated material made available




to both tne U.S; Intelligence Community and

the Warren Commission regarding the assassina-

tion of President Kennedy. In this respect)

the Committee agrees with.the 77 IGR wherein

it is stated that "This compiliation (of

CIA'generated material) is.apprepriate to

consideration of the.extent of the.CIA effort,.

to the extent that it reveals.something'of_l

‘the results of that effort." (77 IGR, Introduetion

to Tab E) | | o
 In examining the AgencY's COmpfehensive

listing of CIA generated material referenced above,

the Committee has paralled its review to the

.structure given to these materlal by the 77 IGR.

In this regard the 77 IGR detall four inter-

related compllatlons of Kennedy assasslnatlon

" material. Theée_fonr compiletions ere:,

1) Agency dissemination of information

to the Intelligence Community (Formal
and Informal Disseminations)
2) Dissemination of material to the

Warren Corunission




3) Agency dissemination to the FBI et al
regarding rumors and aliegations
regarding President Kennedy's
assassination

4) Memorandum submitted by CIA to the
Warren Commission on Rumors and
Allegationé Relating to the President's
Assassinatioﬁ (77 IGR, Introductién.-
to Tab E.) |

These compilations were reviewed by a staff
.mémber of the Committee who focused upon thOSe
CIAa materials which the 77 IGR documented as having
made available in written fofm to the Warren
Commission. | |
-_Duriﬁg the course of this'study, additional
Agency files'have‘beeh reviéwed. These files haVe
been examined in an effort to resolve certain
issues createa by-tﬂé review of the Agency's
compilations discussed in this report.i.Where
apparent gaps existed ih the written:fecord,
files have been rquested andxreviewed in an effort

to resolve these gaps. Where significant substantive




issues have arisen related to the kind and

quality of informationiproVided the Warren

Commission, files have also been reqﬁestéd and
reviewed in an effort to resolvé these issues.
As a result, approximately thirty files,>comprising
an apprbximate_total of ninety volumes of
material have been examined and analyzed by a
staff member of this Committee in preparation
of this report. |

The findings set forth herein are subject
to deification due to the followinévconsidera—
tions.. During the course of . the past fifteen

years,:the CIA has generated massive amounts of

binfofmafion related to the assassination of
President Kénnedy.' In spite_bflthe Agency's -
sophisticéted dodﬁment retriéval systemn, cértain
.docqments requestéd by’this.Committee for study.
and analysis have nGE been 1§cated. Whether fhese
documents merely have been filed incorrectly or‘
destroyed, gaps in the written reéord still do
exist.

Secondly, due to dissimilar standards of




relevancy adopted by the CIA and ﬁhis Committee,
certain files requested’by the Committee for
feview have either not been made availablé to
the Committee or have been made available to

" the Committee in a samtized fashion. Therefore,
to the degree reflected by the Agency's denial
of access and/ofasantization of certain materials,
this study's éonciusions are basea upon the |
best evidence available to the Committée th_ough
this may not be_all relevant evidence to which
the Agency has access.

One must, moreover, give due considerétioﬁ
to the_role that oral discussions, oral bfiefingé;
and meetings of Warren Commission and CIA
representétiyes may have piayed in the suppiy bf.
assassination;related inforﬁation by the CIA £6' 
the Warren Commission. The subject and substanée
of these discussionsy briefings, and’méetings
may not always be reflected by the written:
~ record made the - subject of this study.
bTherefore, the Committee has conducted inferviews,

depositions and executive session-hearings with




key Warren Commission staff and members and

former or present CIA representatives in an

effort to ‘res~olve questidns that are not
‘addressed by the written record., The results
of the Commlttee s efforts to chronicle thlS
aspect of the working relationship between the
Wwarren Commission and theVCiA will be a subject

for dlscu531on hereln.
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the Warren Commission staff and those representatives of
the CIA who.played significant roles in providing CIA

generated information .to the Warren Commission. The .

[ st

general consensus Of ,these répresentatives is that the
Warren Commission and the CIA enjoyed a successful working

relationship during the course of the,Commission's investi-

gation. (HSCA Class. Depo. of R. Rocca 7/17/78, p. 18.)
(See also Exec. Sess. Teét. of Richard Helms, 8/9/78,

S P 24.) William Coleman, a senior staff counsel for'the'
Warren Commission, who worked closely with Warren.Commission
staff cdunsel W. David SlaWson on matters which utilizea
the CIA's resources, characterized thé CIA repreéentatives.
with whom he deait as highly competent, cooperative, and

intelligent. (See HSCA staff interview of William CQlemaﬁ,

8/2/78.) Mf.,SléWson ex?réssed_a similar 0piﬁion regarding
the Agency's coépératioﬁ and quality.of work. (Eﬁecgtive
Session Testimony of W. David Slawson, 11/15/77, p. 17;
see also JFK exh, 23.5

J. Lee Rankin, Géneéél Counsel for tﬂe Warren Com-

mission, testified that the Warren Commission and its

b@**‘CJé§L¥¥X D74 TATLY ) N—
\ staff were assure Athat the Agency would cooperate in the Commission

work. (HSCA Class. Depo. of J. Lee Rankin, 8/7/78, p. 4.)
» W ' “ JohaMclong ,8(17/ 728 PG )

John McCone, Director of Central Intelligence at

the time of President Kennedy's assassination and during

st e



the Warren Commission investigation, supported Mr. Rankin's
testimony in this regard by characterizing the CIA's work

vis a vis the Warren Commission as both responsive and

comprehensive. (HSCA Class. Depo. of John McCone, 8/17/78,
p. 5.) Mr. McCone was responsible for ensuring that all
relevant matters were conveyed by the CIA to the Warren

’ﬁﬁagoﬁmission. (Ibid. ©pp. 5-6.) In this regard Mr. McCQne
e —_— . | .

" testified that:

The policy of the CIA was to give the Warren
Commission everything that we had. = I person-
ally asked Chief Justice Warren to come to my .
‘office and took him down to the vault of our
building where our information is microfilmed
and stored and showed him the procedures that
we were following and the extent to which we
were giving him--giving his staff everything
that we had, and I think he was quite satis- ,
fied. (Ibid. .p- 9. ) . Y r"ﬂ:». o (Q—JC(.[J /qo\*er“ds ()_)(,n&‘ro
C. Wogssdermmsiea Bl Ahek AL Enn s )
Mr. Raymon RQcca,\N*#”/// Citits key representa-

tived to the Warren Commission during its investigation,
azwo characterized the Agency's role as one of full sup-
port to the Warren Commission. Mr. Rocca, who served as
the Chief of the Research and Analysis Division for the
, _ ) s o

Counter-Intelligence Staff of the CIA,réeatTed under oath
that Richard Helms had given the folloWing directive:

All material bearing in any Way that could be

of assistance to the Warren Commission should

be seen by CIA staff and R and A and narked -

for us. He issued very, very strictly worded

indications--they were verbal in so far as 1

know--that we were to leave no stone unturned.
(HSCA €lass. Depo, of Raymond Rocca, 7/17/78,

p. 24( 2. = A
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Mr. Rocéa;added that, to his knowledge, Mr. Helms'
orders were foilowed to thé letter by all CIA employees.7
(Ibid. p. 24.) Mr. Roccé concluded that on this basisr
"the CIA was to turn over and to develop any iﬁformatiOn
bearing.on the assassination that could be of assistance
to the Warren Commissidn." (Ibid., p. 26.)

A different view of the CIA's role regarding the
supply of CIA's information to the Wérren Commission was
prqpounded by Riéhard,Helms. Mr. Helms, who served as
the CIA's Deputy_Director for Plans during the Warren

Commission investigation,was directly responsible for the

/
CIA'SAihvestigatibn of President Kennedy's assassination
(Ibid., p. 23.) He testified to the Committee that the
CIA made every effort to be as responsive as possible to
Warren Commission requests. (Exec. Sess. Text. of Richard
Helms, 8/9/78,.p, 10.) Mr. Helms added further testimony
regarding_the manner in which_theVCIA prOVided its infor-
mation to the Warren Commission. He stated:

An inquiry would comé over (from the Warren Com-

mission). We would attempt to respond to it.

But these inquiries came in individual bits and

‘pieces or as individual items...Each individual

item that came along we took care of as best we

‘could. (Ibid., pp. 10-11.)

However, it was Mr. Helms' recollection that the CIA

provided information to the Warren Commission primarily




on the basis of the Commission's specific requests. Under

oath he supported this proposition:

‘Mr. Goldsmith: In summary, 1s it your position that

: the Agency gave the Warren Commission
information only in response to speci-
fic requests by the Warren Commission?

Mr. Helms: That is correct.

I want to modify that by saying that
memory is fallable. There may have been
times or circumstances under which some-
thing different might have occured, but
my recollection is that we were attempting
to be responsive and supportive to the
FBI and the Warren Commission. When
they asked for something we gave it to
themn. '

As far as our volunteering information
is concerned, I have no recollection of
whether we volunteered it or not.

(Ibid., p. 34.)

Mr. Helms' characterization of fulfilling Warren
Commission reguests on a cése_basis rather than uniformly
volunteéring relevant infcrmation to the Warren Commission
stands in direct Qppdsitioh to J. Lee Rankin's perception
of the CIA's investigative responsibility. Mr. Rankin was
asked by Committee Counsel whether he worked under the
impression that the Agency's reSponsibility was simply to
respond to questions that were addressed to CIA by the
Warren Commission. In response, Mr. Rankin testified as
follows:

Not at all and if anybody had told me that I

would have insisted that the Commission com-

nmunicate with the President and get a different
arrancgement because we might not ask the right




gquestions and then we would not have the
information and that would be absurd.
(HSCA Class. Depo. of J. Lee Rankin,
8/17/78, p. 4) '

Mr. Slawsoﬁ'added supéort to Rankin's'pesitioh
testifying that Warren'CommissiQn requests to the CIA
were rarely specific. "The request was made‘initially
that they give us all information pertihentnto the

assassination investigation." (Exec. Sess. Test. of W.

David Slawson, 11/15/77, p. 29)
Hopequsst mec s fe speast ' Policy
Effect of CIAslnfOfmatxon~Supply ‘Policy on Warren _
informaxion el evant t>
Commission knowledge of anﬂ.acceSs to eFpr—supported

an..I/é.A unvv\.\ Wism~ Ta T»uf‘v
Qpena%&eﬁs. A _ \J

The unfortunate consequences of not asking the
CIA the right questions were graphically illustrated by

the subsequent exposure of the CIA's anti- Castro

;assa551natlon plots RSSC Book V) see also (Alleged Assa551natlon

Plots Invblv1ng Foreign Leaders, Interim Report,_SSC,
ll/20/75]- . Paradoxically, even if the Warren

a/
Commission had recuested information on such plots, the </A’S
Por rk o & co,\;l'wfwd"\‘kht O~ Cormynisdton ol d ino+ R heen «b ble =

e&ésgeaie. As Mr. Rocca's testlmony reveals,_he had:

no knowledge at the time of the Warren Commission investi-
gation of Agency efforts to assassinate Fidel Castro.

(HSCA Class. Depo. of Raymond Rocca, 7/17/78, p. 50.)




Had Rocca,as the CIA's working level representative

to the Warren Commission, been requested by the

Commission to research and report on any and all
CIA anti-Castro assassination operations, Rocéa‘s
.efforts would have produced no substantive infdrma—
tion. (Ibid., p. 49) |

The record also reflects that the CIA desk
officer who was initially given the responsibility:
Aby Mr. Helms to investigate for the CIA Lee Harvey
Oswald, and the assassination of President Kennedy
had no knowledgé of such plots auring his investi—
gation. (HSCA Class. Depo. of John Scelsb, 5/16/78,

pp. 73, 111-112) Mr. Scelso testified that had he

known of such assassination plots - the following
action would haVefbeen taken:

"we would have gone at that hot and heavy.
We would have queried the agent (AMLASH)
about it in great detail. I would have
"had him polygraphed by the best operative
security had to see if he had (sic) been
a double-agent; informing Castro about
our poison pen things, and so on. I
would have had all our Cuban sources

\ gueried about it." (Ibid., p. 166)

As the record reflects, these plots were known

by few within the CIA. Mr. Helms' testimony regarding




these plots reveals that the Agency compromised'
its promise to supply all relevant information to

the Warren Commission. The following exchange

.between Committee Counsel and Mr. Helms illustrates
the acute laxity of the Agency's compromise:

Mr. Goldsmith: Mr. Helms, I take it from your
testimony that your position is
that the anti-Castro plots, in
fact, were relevant to the
Warren Commission's work; and,
in light of that, the Committee
would like to be informed as to
why the Warren Commission was
not told by you of the anti-
Castro assassination plots.

: Mr. Helms: I have never been asked to testify
3 - before the Warren Commission about
: ' our operations.

Mr. Goldsmith: If the Warren Commission did not
' know of the operation, it certainly
was .not.in a position to ask you
- about it. o o '

-Is that not true?

Mr. Helms: .~ Yes, but how do you know they did
- not krow about it? How do you
know Mr. Dulles had not told them?
How was I to know that? And besides,
I was not the Director of the Agency
and in the CIA, you did not go
traipsing around to the Warren Com-
mission or to Congressional Committees
or to anyplace else without the
Director's permission.

-
P4

P ‘ Mr. Goldsmith: Did you ever discuss with the Director -
: ' whether the Warren Commission

~should be informed of the anti-Castro

assassination plots?




Mr. Helms: I did not, as far as I recall.
(HSCA Exec. Sess. Test. of Rlchard
Helms, 8/9/78, pp. 30-31.)

Mr. McCone testifed that he firs£ became.aware

" of the CIA's anti-Castro assassination plots

involving CIA-Mafia ties_during August 1963. He
stated that upon.learning of these plots he directed
that'ﬁhe Agency cease all such activitiés.. (HSCA |
Class. Depo. of John McCone, 8/17/78, p. 13) |
When asked whether thé CIA desired to>withold.informa—
tion from the Warren Commission about the Agency anti-
Castro assasSihation pidts to avoid embarrassing the

Agency or causing an international crises he gave

_the following response:

"I cannot answer that since they (CIA

“employees knowledgeable of the
continuance of such plots) withheld
the information from me. I cannot
answer that question. I have never

" been satisfied as to why they with-
held the information from me. (Ibia.,
p. 16) A : :

Regarding the relevancy of such plots to the
~Warren Commission's work, Warren Commission counsels
Rankin, Slawson and Spector were in agreement that

such information should have been reported to the

g



Warren Commission. (Exec. Sess. Test. of W.

David Slawson, 11/15/77, p. 27; Exec. Sess. Test.

of Arlen Spector 11/8/77, pp. 45-46; CF, Exec.
‘Sess. Test. of Wesley.Liebeler, 11/15/77, p. 71
where he states that possible witholding of
information by CIA about Agency attempts to
assassinate Castro did not significantly affect
Warren Commission-investigation)

From the CIA's perspective, Mr. Rocca
testified that had.he known of the anti;Castro
.assassiﬁation plots his efforts to explore the
possibility of a retaliatory assassination against

President Kennedy by Castro wouldAhave been intensi-

' fied. He stated that: " a compiétely.different’
.prbcedural approach probably would éﬁd should have
been taken." (HSCA Ciass, Depo. of Raymond Roccav
7/17/78, p. 45) |
John Scelso, tﬁé'above—cited CIA:desk 6fficer.
who ran the CIA's‘initial investigation o=f President
v Kennedy's assassination until that responsibility
was given to the CIA's counterintelligenceAstaff,
offered a highly critical appraisal of Helms' .

non-disclosure to the Warren Commission:




Mr. Goldsmith: Do you think Mr. Helms was
acting properly when he failed
to tell the Warren Commission
about the assassination plots?

Mr. Scelso: " No, I think that was a morally
' highly reprehensible act, which
he cannot possibly justify under
his ocath of office, or any
~other standard of professional
public service. (HSCA Class.
Depo. of John Scelso, 5/16/78)

" III. Introductory Section/Agency Concern for the Sanctity

of Sensitive Sources and Methods

"The length of time required by the CIA to

respond to the Warren‘Commission's requests for'
infgrmétion was_depehdent upon l)»fhe availability.
bf,information; and 2) the complexity>of'the issﬁes
presentéd by the request and 3) the extent to which
the relevaﬁt information touched upon sensitive CIA
sources and methods. On the first two points, Mr.
Helms testified that when CIA had been able to
'safisfy a Commission requeét, the CIA would then send
a reply back:

"and some of theée inguiries obviously.

took longer than others.
For example, some might involve
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checking a file which was in Washington..
Other inquiries might involve trying to
see 1f we could locate somebody in some
overseas country.

Obviously, one takes longer to per-
form than the other. (Exec. Sess. Test.
of Richard Helms, 8/9/78, p. 25)

At times the CIA's concern for protecting its
sensitive sources and methods caused the Warren
Commiééion to experience greater difficulty in
ge£ting‘relevant information than whengthe proteé-
tion of such sources and methods was not at issue.

' J. Lee Rankin expressed’the opinion that the Agency's
efort tolprotect its sensitive sources éhd methods
did effect the quality 6f the information to which

thebwarren Commission and its staff were given

access. (HSCA Class. Depo. of J. Lee Raﬁkin 8/17/78,
p- 23) As a result of thé'CIAfshcdnCérn,in some instances
the Agency made.the.uﬁilaterial decision to
limit access to>CIA materials by the Commission.
(HSCA Class. Depo. of John Scelso, 5/16/78, p. 158)
The Committee has identified two areas of
concern in which the Agency's desire to protect its
sensiﬁive sources and methods impeded the Warren

Commission's investigation. These are:




1) Withoiding information from the Warrcn
Commission =~ - pertaining to the‘photo—
surveillance and telephonic surveiliance
operations of the CIA's Mexico City Station

2) As a related consideration; the Agency's
reticence to reveal thé.origin'of:the photograph

now referred to as that of the "Mexico
City Mystery Man"

Each of these concerns will be ékamined

herein.

The CIA's concern for revealing the existence

of sensitive technical operations, as outlined above,

was evident from the inception of the Warren Commission.

Mr. Scelso commented that "we were not authorized
at,fifét to reveal all our technical operations.“
(Ibid., p. 158) But Scelso did testify that:

We were going to give them intelligence
reports which derived from all our sources,
including technical sources, including the
telephone intercept and the information
gotten from the interrogation of Silvia
Duran, for example, which corresponded
almost exactly with the information from
the telephone intercepts. '

Mr. Scelsco's characterization 1is supported by
xamination of the background to the first major CIA

report furnished the Warren Commission regarding
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Lee Harvey Oswald's trip to Mexico City. (CIA .
DOC. FOIA #509-803, 1/31/64, Memorandum for J.
Lee Rankin from Richard Helms) Much of the
information provided to the Warren .Commission

in this-report was based upon sensitive sources
and methods, identification of which had been
deleted completely from the réporé.

The CIA policy limiting Warren Commissioni
knowledge of CIA sources and methods was articu-
lated- as early as December 20, 1963, at which
time a cable was sent from CIA headquarters to
the Mexico City Station which stated:

 Our present plan in passing information

‘to the Warren Commission is to eliminate

mention of telephone taps, in order to-

protect your ‘continuing ops. Will rely

‘instead on statements of Silvia Duran.

and on contents of Soviet Consular file

which Soviets gave ODACID (CIA Doc. FOIA-

$420-757,- 12/20/63, Dir 90466) =~

The basic'poliqz articulated in the December

o : -~ o ‘
20, 1963 cable is also set forth{és it specifically

concerned the CIA's relations with the_FBE\in a

e

- A "‘E..,.)
CIA memorandum of December 10, 1963.

LN
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: (CIA Memorandum
for File, 12/20/63, Birch O"Neal, included in with Soft

file materials) In that memorandum, Birch O'Neal
of the CIA Counterintelligence/Special.Investigations

Group Staff wrote that he had been advised by Sam




P

papich, FBI liaison to the CIA, that the FBI. was
anticipating a request fromvthe Warren Commission
for copies of the FBI's materials which supported
or complimented the FBI's five volume report of
December 9, 1963 that had been submitted to the
Warren Cohmission. Papich provided O'Neal with

this report Wthh 1ndlcated that some United

'States Agency was tapplng telephones in Mex1co

and asked him whether the FBI could supply the
Warren_Commissionvwith the source of the telepﬁone
taps.e'C'Neal%,memorandum shows that he disqussed
this matter with Seelso. After‘a discussion_ |
with Helms, Scelso was directed bv Helms to prepare
CIA materlal to be passed to the Warren Comm1551on.

OfNeal wrote:‘




He (Scelso) was quite sure it was not
the Agency's desire to make available
to the Commission at least in this
manner--via the FBI sensitive informa-
tion which could relate to telephone
taps, (CIA Memo for File, 12/20/63, by
Birch O'Neal, included in Soft File matéerials)?*.

* The opinion expressed by Scelso as of December

20, 1963 was set forth on January 14, 1964 in a
formalized fashion. When Helms expressed his
concern regarding exposure by the FBI of Agency
sources to the Warren Commission. Helms wrote
that the CIA had become aware that the FBI had
already:

called to the attention of the
Commission, through its attorney, -
that we have information (as deter-
mined from Agency sources) coinciding
.with the date when Oswald was in Mexico
City and which may have some bearing
‘on his activities while in that area:
- (CIA dissemination to FBI, 1/14/64,
CIA % CSCI-3/779/510. -

Mr. Helms further- indicated that the CIA might
be called upon to provide additional information
acquired from checks of CIA records and agency
sources. He suggested that certain policies be
employed to enable CIA to work cooperatively
with the Commission in a manner which would
protect CIA information, sources and methods.
Aamong the policies articulated were two which
Helms claimed would enable the Agency to control
the flow of Agency originated information. In
this way the CIA could check the possibility of
revealing its sources and methods inadvertantly.
The policies articulated were:

e



The CIA policy of eliminating reference to Agency

sensitive sources and methods is further revealed

by examination of an Agency cable, dated January 29,
1964, sent from CIA Headquarters to the CIAvMexico
City Station. (CIA Doc. FOIA #398-204, 1/29/64,
DIR 97829) This cable indicated that knowledge of
Agency sources and techniqﬁes was still being with-
held from the Warren Commission, énd sﬁated thation
Saturday, February 1, 1964, the CiA was to present
a report on Oswald's Mexico City activities to the
Warren Commission which would be in a form

protective of the CIA's Mexico City Station's

sources and technlques (Ibid.) (éee also Angleton

Dep051tlon }

(Footnote cont'd from pg. 23.)

1) Your Bureau not disseminate 1nformat10n re-—
ceived from this Agency without prlor concur-—
rence

2) In instances in which this Agency has provided
information to your Bureau and you consider
that information is pertinent to the Commission's
interest, and/or compliments (sic) or otherwise
is pertinent to information developed or
received by your Bureau througin other sources
and is being provided by vou to the Commission,
you refer the Commission to this Agency. In
such cases it will be appreciated if you will
advise us of such referral in order that we may
anticipate the possible future interest of the
Commission and initiate certain preparatory to
meeting its needs. (Ibid.) '
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Iv.

Telephone Taps

" Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's
reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least

during. the initial stage of the Commission's work,

of the CIA's telephonic and photo surveillance

operations in Mexico City.

The reason for the sensitivity of these
telephone taps and surveillance was not
only becy@se it was sensitive from the
Agency's standpoint, but the telephone
taps were running in conjunction with
the Mexican authorities and therefore,
if this had become public knowledge,

it would have caused very bad feelings
between Mexico and the United States,
and that was the reason. (Exec. Sess.
Test. of Richard Helms, 8/9/78, pp. 51-52)

The CIA's unwillingness to inform the Warren

nCoﬁmission in the early stages of its investigation

of the above-described surveillance operations is

a source of concern to this Committee. It is

indicative of an Agency policy designed to skew

in its favor the form and substance of information

the CIA felt uncomfortable providing the Warren
Commission. (HSCA Class. Depo. of John Scelso,
5/6/78, p. 158) This process might well have

hampered the Commission's ability to proceed in




its investigation with all the facts before it.

As noted previously, on January 31, 1964,
the CIA provided the Warren Commission with a
memorandum that chronicled Lee Harvey Oswald’'s
Mexico City visit during September 26, 1963 -

(CIA Doc. FOIA #509-803 1/31/64)

October 3, 1963? That memorandum did not mention
that Oswald's various conversations with ﬁhe éuban'
and Soviet Embassy/Consulates had béen_fapped and

1py the Agency's Mexico City Station
subsequently transcribed. Furthermore, that memo-

‘randum did not mention that the CIA had tapped

and transcribed conversations between Cuban Embassy
employee Sylvia Duran and Soviet officials at the
Soviet Embassy/Consulate nor was mention made of

the conversations between Cuban President Dorticos

"and Cuban Ambassador- to Mexico-Arﬁas which the CIA

haC a1so tapped ana tfaﬁscfibed.

On February 1, 1964, Helms appeared.befofe the
Commission and likely discussed the memorandum of
January 31, 1964; (Cingoc. FOIA #498—504; 1/29/64,
DIR 97829) On February 10, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote
Helms in regard to the CIA memorandum of January 31.

(JFK Doc. No. 3872 )y p review of Rankin's letter




indicates that as of his writing, the Warren

Commission had no substantive knowledge of the .

‘telephonic surveillance operation or the production
i.e., the tapes and transcripts"from that operation.
Rénkin inquired in the February 10, 1964 letter
whether Oswald's direct communication with emploYeés
of the Soviet Embassy (as stated in Paragraph 1

of January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated bf
telephone or interview. >Manifestly,'hédithe Warren
Commission . been informed of the telephonic
surveillance operation and its sucéess'in taﬁpihg
Oswald this inquiry by Rankin would not have been

made. - o ' - L : ' ‘

_Raymbﬁd Rocca's testimény ﬁéndsitb'suppdft
thié‘éonélusién. It was RoCCé;s-recoilectioh'that
betweén the time period of Janﬁary 1964 - Apriikl964,
Warren Commission's representatives'hadﬁvisited the
CIA's headguarters in'féngley,:Virginiafand had
béen shown various transcripts resulting from the

\ CIA's telephonic surveillance operations in Mexico
City. (HSCA Classf Depo. of Raymond Rocca, 7/17/78,

p. 89) However, Mr. Rocca did not personally make

2 W



this material available to Commission representa-

tives and was not able to state under oath-

precisely the point in time at which the Warren

Commission first learned of‘these operations.l(Ibid.).
On February 19, 1964 the CIA responded to

Rankin's inquiry of February 10. The Agéncy

response did indicafe that Oswald had phoned the

Soviet Consulaté‘and was also interviewed at thé;

Consulaté. However, the Agency neither»revealed

the source of this information in its reéponsé.to

the Commission nor indicated that this source

would be revealed by other means (eig. by oral

briefing). (Ibid.)

Iv. A Wariren Commis;ioannowledge of CiA feleéhoﬁic Sur&eiilénce

.During the éeriod of March - April 1964, .

David Slawson drafted a series of memoranda which

among other issues concerned Warren Coﬂmission know-

ledge of and access to the production material

v derived from the CIA.telephonic surveillance operations:
in Mexico City. A review of these memoranda tends
to support the Committee's belief that the Warren

Commisgion, through Mssrs. Slawson, Coleman, and




and Willens did not obtain access to CIA telephonic

surveillance materials until April 9, 1964. Oon

that date, Coleman, Slawson and Willens met with

Win Scott, the CIA's Chief of Station in Mexico
City, who provided them’with various transéripts
and translations derived from CIA telephone taps
of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson
Memorandum of April 22, 1964, Subject: Trip to
‘Mexico City) -

Prior to April 9lit appears doubtfﬁl.that
the Commission had been given even:partial accéss_
to the referenced material. vNeverfheless,'by March
12, 1964, the record indicates that the Warren

Commission_had-at least become aware that the CIA

did maintaiﬁ £eléphonie‘surveiliénce of the Cuban
'Emba$SY/Cbnéﬁié£eQ. (Sla&éon meﬁéraﬁdum, March 12,
1964,-Sﬁbjf méetiﬁg witﬁ CIA‘rééfeéentatives).

Slawson's memorandum of March 12 reveais that. the Warrén‘
Commisgsion had learnedjfhat the CIA poséessed tran-
scripts of conversations between the Cuban Ambassador

\ to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos. The

Dorticos-Armas conversations, requested by the Warren




Commissionvrepresentatives at a meeting with
CIA officials, including Richard Helms, concerned
Silvia Duran's arrest and interrogation by the
Mexican Federal Police. (Slawson Memorandum of
April'22, 1964, pp-. 3, 19, 45-46) Helms responded
to the Commission's request»for_ac;ess,'statihg
that he would attempt to arrange for the Warren
Commission's representatives to review this matefial.
(Slawson Memorandum of March 12, 1964, p. 6)
Another Slawson memorandum, dated Mafdh 25,

1964 cdhcerned Oswald's trip to Mexico. ~Ih tﬁat memo
Slawson wrote that the tentative cohclusions

he had reached concerning Oswald's Mexico trip,
| were dérivéd ffoﬁCCIA memorandé.df January 31;.1964
jahd Eébruary'19,“1964; (Slawson.Memoﬁandum of March
25, i964, p. 20) and} in addition, a Mexican federal

police summary of interrogatiqgsf%onducted shortly

after the assassinatidﬁ;yizgksgftain Cuban Embassy

—

“a
%

emploziii;} Slawson wrote:

A large part of it (the summary report)

is simply a summation of what the Mexican
police learned when they interrogated Mrs.
Silvia Duran, an employee of the Cuban
Consulate in Mexico City, and is there-
fore only as accurate as Mrs. Duran's
testimony to the police. (Ibid.)



These comments indicate that Slawson placed

qualified reliance upon the Mexican police summary.

Moreover, there is no indication that Slawson had
been provided the Duran telephonic intercept tran-
scribts. In fact, by virtue of Slawson's comments
concerning the Mexican police report, it would

appear that the Warrén Commission, as of March 25,
had been pro&ided-little substantive information
pertéining to Silvia Duraﬁ. - As Sléwson réveals,

the Commission had been forced to rely upon‘the two
mémbranda that did not make referenée.to fhe surveil-
lance operations; and a summary report issued by

the ngican_Federal Police. Thus; the Agency had.

been successful for over three months in not exposing
the surveillance operations to the review of the
concerned Warren Commission staff members. As was

stated in the CIA cable of December 20, 1964 to its

Mexico City Station:

Our present plan in passing information-
to the Warren Commission is to eliminate
\ . mention of telephone taps, in order to
protect your continuing operations. Will
rely instead on statements of Silvia
Duran and on contents of Soviet consular
file which Soviets gave ODACID here.
" (CIA Doc. FOIA #420-757, Dec. 20, 1964,
CIA p. 2144, DIR 90466)




The Committee's belief that Slawson had

not been given access to the Duran transcripts iS
further supported by reference to his memorandum
of March 27, 1964‘(CD 692) wherein he states his
conclusion that Oswald had visited the Cuban
Embassy on three occasions. (Ibid, p. 2) This.
conclusion, hé@Erote,was based upon ‘an analy51s of
Silvia Duran's testimony before the Mexican pollce.
'This memorandum bears no indication that he had .
reviewea any of the Duran transcripte.~ Furthermore,
had Slawson been given‘access to these trahseripts,
certainly'theirlsubstance would have been incorporated
into his analysis and accordingly noted for this
:purpose.i His analy51s would have reflected the fact
of his review either by its corroboratlon or |
cr1tic1sm of the above cited Mexican pollce summary report.

Logically, access to the CIA'S telephonic*
surveillance productie;'would have clar;fied some

ambig uities. For example, on September 27, at 4:05 p.m.

(Slawson Demorandum of April 21, 1964, Subj: Intercepts

from Soviet and Cuban Embassies in Mexico, p. 2) pwt 7827,
- ’ . B s @
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Silvia Duran telephoned the Soviet Embassy, and
stated that an American was presently at the
Cuban Embassy requesting an in-transit visit to
Cuba. This American was later determined by CIA aﬁalysts‘
to be Oswald. Again on September 28, at 11:51 a.m. |
Duran telephoned the Soviet_Consulate stating that
an American, subseqguently identified by CIA analysts
as Oswald was at the Cuban Embassy. (Ibid. p. 4)
Had this’ information been made availableiﬁo Slawson,
his calculations,of Oswald's activities in Mexico
City would have been more firmly'established_than
they were as of March 27, 1964. | |

The record supporﬁs the Committee's finding
that-as of April 2, 1964 the Wafren Commission had
still'not been given access to the above;referéncédr'
series of teléphonic intercepts. in a’memdrandum of
that date by Coleman and Slawson, they.pésed one
guestion to the CIA and made two.requestsfor information
from the Agency: (SlawSon — Coleman Memorandum of
April 2, 1964, Subj: Questions Raised by the Amgassador
Mann File) Coleman and Slawson wrote:

1) What is the information source referred

to in the November 28 telegram that




Oswald intended to settle down.in
Odessa; |
2) We would iike to see copies of the
transcripts of the intercepts, translated
if possible, in all cases where the
intercepts refer to the assaSsinétion
or related subjects;
3) We would especially like to see the
. intercept in which the allegatidn théti
mohey:was>passed at the Cuban Embassy
is discussed (Ibid.) |
The question initially posed by (Item I) in’
the abéve—referenced memorandum of April:2vconcerns

the CIA telephonic intercept of September 27, 1963

.ét 10:37 a.m. (Slawson Memorandum of April 21;
 1964T p. 1) 'vaiously,>if Slawéén fouﬁd it ﬁecessiry
to request the source of the information,_hé had |
not as yet been proﬁided éccess to the original
material by the CIA.
Ttem Number Two of the above listing tends to show
\ that the Commission had not been giving access to the intercept

concerning the assassination.

.



Item number three of the above listing
reveals that the intercept of the Dor;ico§~AImaS-'
conversation of November 22, 1964, in which the
passing of monies was discussed had not as of April
2 been provided to the Commission. The Commission
had specifically requested the Dorticos-Armas
transcripts at & March 12, 1964 meeting between
Commission representatives and Aéeﬁcy representaéivesq
(Slawson memérandum, March 12, 1964, Subj: Conference
with CIA on March 12, 1964) |
| On Aéril 3, 1964;'Coleman and Slawson expreassed

their concern for receiving conplete access to all

materials relevant to Oswald's Mexico City trip:

_Tﬁe most.pfobable final result of the
éﬁtifé iﬁ&eéﬁigation of dswéld's activities
in>Mexico is a conclusion that ﬁe went
there for the purpose of trying to ieach
Cuba and that ngnbribes, conépirécies,

etc. took place.

...In order to make such a judgment (that

all reasonable lines of investigation that

might have uncovered othexr motivations or




possible conspiracies have been followed

through with negative results),; we must

become familiar with the details of what

both the American and Mexican investi-

gatory agencies there have done. This .

means reading their reports, after trans-—

lation, if necessary, and in some cases

talking with the investigators themselves.
(Slawson and Coleman Memorandum, April
13,.1964, Subj: Additional lines of
Investigation in Mexiéo Which May Prove
Worthwhile, p. 11.) |

Manifestly, Coleman's and'Slawson's desire

féf ; thorough investigation had been thWafted‘by
ﬁhé;CIA'S coﬁcefn lest-its sources and methods,
however relevant to the Commission'é investigaﬁion,
be exposed. Considering the-gravity and signi-
ficance of the Warren-égmmissidh'é ]ﬁvestigation

| the

\ Agency's witholding of material from the

Commission staff was clearly improper.




1964 :
On April 8, David Slawson, Howard Willens,

and William Coleman flew to Mexico City, Mexico

to meet with the representatives of the State

Departmént, FBI, CIA, and the Government of Mexico.
(Slawson Memorandum, April 22, 1964, Subj: Trip

to Mexico City, p. 1) Prior to their departufe,

.they met Qith Thomas Mann, the U.S. Ambassador to
Mexico during Oswald's visit to Mexico City and at

the time of President Kennedy's assassination. (Ibid.)
Ambéssadbr Mann told the Warren Commission representa-
tives that the CIA's Mexico City Station was actively

engaged in photosurveillance operations against the

SoViet_and Cuban;Embéssy/Consulates (Ibid., p. 3)

:ﬁ?on the_group;s arrival in Mexico City, they
'We£e ﬁét gy U.é;AAmbas§ador Freeman, Claire Boonstra
of fhe State Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI,
and Winston Scott of the CIA (Ibid. pp. 9-10)

That same day during a meeting between the
Commission repreSentatiVes and Win Scott, Scott made

\ available to the group actual tfanscripts of the CIA's

telephonic surveillance operations accompanied with

English translations of the transcripts. In addition,




he provided the group with reels of photographs
for the time period covered by Oswald's visit

that had resulted from photosurveillance of the

Cuban and Soviet Embassy entrances. David Slawson
wrote:

",..Mr. Scott stated at the beginning

of his narrative that he intended to make
a complete disclosure of all facts,
including the sources of his information,
and that he understood that all three of
us had been cleared for TOP SECRET and
that we would not disclose beyond the
confines of the Commission and its
immediate staff the information we obtain-
ed through him without first clearing it
with his superiors in Washington. - We
agreed to this." (Ibid.)

Mr. Scott described to the Commission repre—

sentatives the CIA's course of action immediately

lfoliowing the'éSsassination, indicating that his
istaff”immediately began té compile.dossiefs on
CSWéld, Duran, and everyone else.throughout Mexico
.whom £he CIA knew had had somé éontact with Cswa;d

(Ibid.) Scott revealed that all known Cuban and Russian

intelligence agents: Had ~quw+¢Rly  been put under

surveillance following the assassination. Slawson
\

concluded :

"Scott's narrative plus the material we
were shown disclosed immediately how
incorrect our previous information had
been in Oswald's contacts with the Soviet
and Mexican Embassies. Apparently the




distortions and omissions to which our
information had been subjected had

entered some place in Washington,

because the CIA information that we

were shown by Scott was unambiguous on

almost all the crucial points. We had
previously planned to show Scott, Slawson's
reconstruction of Oswald's probable :
activities at the embassies to get Scott's
opinion, but once we saw how badly distorted
our information was we realized that this
would be useless. Therefore, instead, we
decided to take as close notes as possible
from the original source materials at some .
later time during our visit." (Ibid, p..24)*

w A geparate élawson mémorandum of April 21, 1964 records
the results of the notétaking from original source

.materials that he did foilowing_séott's disclosures.

'These notes dealt éxclusively’with'the telephonic

intercepts pertaining to the Duran and Oswald conver-

sations for thé period Sept. 27 - Oct. 1, 1963.

~(Slawson Memorandum, April 21, 1964'Sdbj;'Intercepts

from the Soviet and Cuban Embassies in Mexico City.
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It is evident from Slawson's record that the
Agency's denial of original source mate;ials, in this
case the telephoﬁic surveillance intercepts, seriously
impaired the Commission's»ability to draw accurately
reasoned coﬁclusions‘regarding Oswald's éojourn in'

Mexico City. It meant that as of April 10, 1964,




VI.

nearing the halfway point of the Warren Commission

investigation, the Commission was forced to retrace

the factual path by which it had structured Oswald's

act1v1t1es in Mexico Clty. - It further revealed that
the Agency had provided ambiguous information to

the CommisSien when, in fact "on almost all the
crucial boints" significantly more.precise materials
could have been made available for analysis by the
Commission. (Ihid.) Thus,.the Agency's early policy
of not providing the Commission with vitally relevant
ihfbrmation derived from certain sensitive seurces

and methods had serlously undermined the investigation

_and p0531bly foreclosed lines of 1nvesL1gatlon e.g.,

Cuban 1nvolvement, that might have been more seriously
con31dered had thlS material been-expedltlously

provided.

Mexico City Mystery Man

On November 23, 1963, FBI Special Agent Odum
showed Marguerite Oswald a photograph of a man

bearing no physical resemblance to her son (Warren




Commission Report p.364) This photograph had been
supplied to the FBI on November 22 by the CIA's
Mexico City Station after Agency representatives:

had searched their files in an effort to locate
: Ibid.
information on Oswald? (CIA Doc. DDP4-1555, 3/25/64,

Warren Commission Doc.AEZlf%fhis photograph which was one

~" in a series resulting from the CIA's photosurveillance

% operations against the Soviet and Cuban Embassy/Consulates.
_::%) \;' B - B . » _ .
{ Prior to the assassination, ; - had been linked by
)‘M,_.ﬂ..««»—‘ ———-.-.-.—._._-h.w_.‘_v»w.."—” .

the Mexico City Station to Lee Harvey Oswald. (Ibid.)
Richard Helms, in a sworn affidavit before the Warren
Commission} stated that the phbtdgraph showh to
Marguerite Oswald héd been taken on October 4, 1963

in Mexico City and mistakenly linked at that time to

Oswald. '(Warren Cdﬁmission Affidavit™ of Riéhard Helms
8/7/54, vol. XI, pp. 469-473)

On February lC, 1964, MargUerite Oswald feétified
before the Warren?Commission and recounted the cir-
cumstances under thcﬁgéhe was shown thé photograph.
(Wafren Commiésion Report Vol I 153>Mrs. Oswald testified

\ ' that she believed this photograph to have been of Jack

‘Ruby. (Ibid., Vol. I)

e



’Thereafter, on February 12,.1964, J. Lee
Rankin wrote to Thomas Karramesines, Assistént DDP
requesting both the identity of the individual
dépicted in the photograph and.an explanation of
the circumstances’by‘which this photograph was
obtained by the Central Intelligence Agency;
(Letter of J. Lée Rankin, Feb. 12, 1964, JFK.DOCT
£3872)

dn:that same aay; in a separate ietter,
Rankin wrote to DCI McCone régérding materials-
ﬁhat"the CIA had disséminéted since November 22,
1963 to the Secretf Service but not to tﬁe Warren
Commission. Rankin requested copies 6f‘theSe;
materials Which included three CIA cables. The
cables concerned the photograph subsequentiy éhown 
by the FBI to Oswald's mother of the individual
Originally identified by the Mexico City Station
as Lee Harvey Oswald.“‘kLetter of J: Leé Rankin-
Feb. 12, 1964, JFK Doc. #3872)

Among the materialé disseminated by the CIa
to the Secret Service was a November 26 diéseﬁination.

(CIA Doc DIR 85177, 11/26/64) That cable concerned




the Dorticos-Armas conversations and disclosed the
existence of CIA telephonic surveillance operations

in Mexico City at the time of the assassination

and Oswald's earlier visit. As a result the CIA was
reluctant to make the material disseminated to

the Secret Service available to the Warren Commission

for in SO doing the Agency would have-neCessariiy exposed its
telephonic surveillance operationsto the Commission.

" John Scelso testified regarding the circumstances
surrounding;the.eventual explanation given to the
Commission .recounting the origion of the photograph in
question. Scelso stated:

"We did not initially disclose to the
Warren Commission all of our technical
operations. In other words, we did not
initially disclose to them that we had
photosurveillance because the November

photo we had (of MMM) was not of Oswald.
Therefore it did not mean anytihiing, you

see?"’

Mr. Goldsmith: ...So the Agency was making a unilateral
decision that this was not relevant. to the Warren
Commission. - : : :

Scelso: Right, we were not authorized, at first,

tc reveal all our technical operations.
: (HSCA Class. Depo. of John Scelso 5/16/78,
\ . p. 150) ~ : ' '
In sumary the records shows that - . .
By February 12, 1964 the Warren Commission had

‘inadvertantly reguested access to telephonic surveillance

production, a cause for concern within the




~due to the.sepsitiVity of Agency sources and methods. Similarly
the disclosure of the photosurveillance operations
to the Warren Commission had also begun to cause

concern within the Agency.

Oﬁ March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in_an
.internal mémorandum to Richard Helms that "we have
a problem here for your determination." - Rocca
outlined Angleton's deéire not to respond direct1y
to Rankin‘é'reQuest of February 12 regarding thé CIiA
matérial forwarded to the Secret Service since
'November 23, 1964. .Rocca £Hen stated:

"Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would
prefer to wait out the Commission on the
matter covered by paragraph 2 (of the _
above-referenced February 12 letter to McCone requesting
JFK Doc.3982) If they come back on '
this point he feels that you, or someone

from here, should be prepared to gc over

to show the Commission the material rather =
than pass them to them in copy. Incidentally,
nohe of these items are of new substantive
interest. We have either passed the material
in substance to-the Commission in response to
ecarlier levies or the items refer to aborted
leads, for example, the famgus six photographs
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. which are not of Oswald...“‘ (CIA Doc. FOIA Ky
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On March 12, 1964, representatives of the

Warren Commission and the CIA confered regarding

‘the February 12 request for the materials forwarded

to the Secret Service by the Agency. (Letter of

J. Lee Rankin March- 16, 1964, JFK Doc. # 3872, Slawson

Memorandum, March 12, 1964)

The record indicates that the Commissidn at
the March 12 meeting preséed for access to the
Secret Service materials. Rankin wrote to Helms
on March 16 that it was his understanding,that the
CIia would supply the Comﬁission with a paraphrése of
each report or communication pertaining to theASecret

Service materials "with all indications of your

confidential communications techniques and confidential

- sources deleted. You will also afford members of

our staff working in this area an oppoitunity to
feview the actual file so that fhey may give assurance
that the paraphraseseﬁiécomplete." (Letter of J. Lee |
Rankin, March 16, 1964, paragraph 2, JFK Doc. No.3872) .
Rarkin further indicated that the same |
procedure was to be followed regarding any material

in the possession of the CIA prior to November 22,
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1963 which had not as yet been furnished because

it concerned sensitive sources and methods. (Ibid.,

par. 3)

Helms reeponded to Rankih's March 16 letter
on March 24 (FOIA # 622-258) by two separate
commuhications.(CIA Doc. DDP4-1554, hereinafter CDh¢'631,

. 3/24/64, CIA Doc., DD§441555, 3/24/64, CDh 674 hereinefter)

CD 631 provided the Commission with a@copy of the
October 10, 1963 CIA dissemination to FBI, State Dept.,
INS and Navbeept. (and to the Secret.Service on
22 Nov.) regarding Lee Harvey Oswald and his presence
at the Soviet Consulate in Mexico City. The responsev
further revealed that on October 23 1964, CIA had

_ ﬁgm1thet%wy
‘requestea two. coples of the most recent photograph

of Oswald in order to check the 1dent1ty of the person
believed to be Oswald in Mexico City. Furthermore;
the CIA stated, though it did not 1nolcate when, that
it had determined that the photograph shown to Marguerlte
Oswald on November 22, 1963 élc not refer to Lee

v : Harvey Oswald. The Agency "explained that 1t had checked the

' photograp:

agalnst the press photographs of Oswald generallv

available on November 23, 1963,

CD 674 reveals that on Wov. 22, 1963 immediately followi




the assassination, and on Wovember 23, 1963, three
cabled reports were received at CIA headquarters

from the CIA Mexico City Station rega:ding photographs
of an unidenﬁified man who had visited the Cuban and
Soviet Embassies during October and November 1963.
Paraphrases of thesé cables, not revealing sensitive
soufces and methodé, were'attgcaez to CD 674. The
Agency'wrote' that the subject of the photo referenced

in these cables was not Oswald. It was further

i

stated that:

"In response to our meeting of 12 March and
your memo of 16 March, Stern and Willens

- will review at Langley the original copies
of these 3 disseminations to the Secret
Service and the cables on which they were
based, as well as the photos of the unidenti-
fied man." (CIA Doc. DDP4-1555 CD634,24

" 'March 1964) ' o '

On March 26, William Coleman wrote in a memorandum
for the record:

"The CIA directed a memorandum to J. Lee Rankin
on March 24, 196 (Commission Document No. 631)
in whi¢h it set~forth ‘the dissemination of

the information on Lee Harvey Oswald. I realize
that this memorandum is only a partial answer

to our inquiry to the CIA dated March 16, 1964
and I hope that the complete answers will give
us the additional information we requested."
(Memorandum of William Coleman, March 24, 1964)

Coleman went on to state:

"As you know, we are still trying to get an
explanation of the photcgraph which the FBI
showed Marguerite Oswald soon after the

PR




assassination.” I hope that paragraph 4
of the memorandum of March 24, 1964

(cD 631) sent Mr. Rankin by the CIA

is not the answer which the CIA intends
to give us as to this inguiry." (Ibid.)

The following day, as agreed by Warren»Commission
and Agency representatives, Samuel Sterh of the
. Commission visited CIA headgquarters in Langley,
Virginia. |
Sterns' memorandum of his visit reveals that
) he reviewed Oswalé's file with Raymond Rocca.i Stern
indicated thét Oswald's file contained ﬁhose materials
furnished previOusly.to the Warren Commission by

the CIA. The file also contained:

"Cable reports of November 22 and November

23 from the CIA's Mexico City Station
relatiﬁg to the photograph oﬁ the unidenti-
fiedvindividual ﬁistakenly pelieved to be
Lee Harvey Oswalavand the feports on those
cables furnished on Novembér 23,: 1963 to

the Secret Service by the CIA.™ -(Memorqndum
of Samuel Stern, March 27, 1964)

Stern noted that these meésages were accurately

paraphrased in the attachments to CD 674 provided the

e
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Warren Commission on March 24, 1964. He also
reviewed the October.lo, 1963 cable.from CIA'é

Mexico City Station to CIA headquarters

reporting Oswald's contact with the SovietvEmbassy

in Mexico City. 1In addition, Stern examined the
October 10, i963(cable from CIA heédquarters to

the Mexico City Station réportinévbackgréund_infor;
mation on Oswald." (Ibid.) Stern recorded

~that these messages were

paraphrased accurately as set forth in the.CIA's January
31 memo. to the Warren Commission_reporting Oswald's |
Mexico City trip. | .

Lastiy, Stern noted that Rocca proﬁided him
for his review.a computer printout of the'reférences
to Oswald«related documents located in the Agency's
elecﬁrbnic'daté storage System.A He statéd'"there is f
no’item listed on‘the printout which the Warren Comé,
nission 5as not been given either in full fext or
paraphrased.” »(Ibid.) |

Thus, by the 27th of March, a Warren Commission
repreéentative had been apprised of the circumstances

surrounding the mysterious photograph.
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VII. Allan Dulles' Role vis-a-vis the CIA-Warren Commission

Relationship

It has been alleged that Allan Dulles, former
Director of Centrél Intelligence and one of the seven
members.of the Warren Commission, did not report
crﬁcial infofmation'£o the Warren Commission.

Specifically, the Senate Select Committee concluded:

"With the exception of Allan Dulles, it
is unlikely that anyone on the Warren
Commission knew of CIA assassination
efforts...Allan Dulles, who had been
Director of Central Intelligence until
Novenmber 1961, was a member of the Warren
Commission and knew of the CIA plots
with underworld figures which had taken
place during his tenure at-the Agency."

. (8CC, Book .V, pp. 67-68)

However, the SSC did not explore further the
‘relationshipband allegiandes of Dulles as a Warren
Commission member and Dulles as a former Director of the

CIA. The Committee has consequently reviewed files

maintained by the CIA related to Mr. Dulles'’ service

on the Warren Commission. In the course of this
v review, a memorandum was uncovered which suggests that
G ot e ot S

pulles”provided information to the CIA regarding

Warren Commission activities and investigative policies.




This memorandum which was written by David Murphy,
Chief of the Soviet Russia Divisionlconcérned the
controversial case of the Russian defector Nosenko.

David Murphy's memorandum of July 8, 1964

" prepared for DDP Helms concerned Murphy's
discussions with Allan Dulles about Nosenko's
knowledge of Oswald. 1In relevant part Murphy'wrote:

"Mr. Dulles, with whom I spoke today

recalled his earlier conversation with

you on this subject and said that there

were still some members of the Commission

who were concerned lest they suppress

the Nosenko information now only to have

it surface at a future date. They expressed

concern that this could possibly prejudice

the entire Warren Commission Report. " (CIA

Doc. Memorandum oi David Murphy of July 8,

- 1964, Subj: Discussion with Dulles re '

Nosenko, p. 3) )

Murphy responded to Dulles' statement by stating
that the Commission's ceoncern was understandable but
that the Agency felt the Commission's final report
should make no mention of Nosenko's information.

Murphy indicated that a possible alternative would

be to use language "which would allude to the existence




of other, unverified information on the Oswald case."
(Ibid.) This language, Murphy contended, would
permit the Warren Commission to state, if chalienged
on this point at a future time, that it had given
consideration to the Nosenko information.

Murphy continued: |

"It was agreed an effort would be made to
find such language if Mr. Dulles is again-
unsuccessful in persuading his colleagues
to eliminate any reference to the Nosenko
information from the report. To attempt
this, however, we would have to know pre-
cisely in what context the Warren Commission
intended to make use of the Nosenko informa-
tion. This, Mr. Dulles will have to deter-
mine from Mr. Rankin. He will do this as
soon as possible. He knows that I am
leaving this week and therefore, will contact
you as soon as he has the information he
needs from Mr. Rankin. (Ibid., p. 2)

Whether by design or as an,uninténded result,
the‘quotéd language indicates that‘Mf. Dulles, as
a meﬁber of the Warren Commission, at thelvery least
conteﬁplated compromising his positioh With the
Commission in order to supply the CIA, specifically

Murphy and Richard Helms, with sensitive information

about the Commission's attitudes towards the Nosenko .

case. (Add short section giving Helms and Angieton's

views)




VIITI.

Luisa Calderon

Approximately five hours aftef President -
Kennedy's assassination a Cuban government employee
in Mexico City named "Luisa" received a telephone
call from an unidentified man speaking Spanish.
pCIPxDoc. fOIA‘ﬁggzﬂ;zggjgzz;;;;ggjﬁl73—615,attaehment)
This call had been intercepted and reeorded by the
CIA's Mexieo City“Station.as-the reeult of its
LIENVOY (tel. tap) operation. (Ibid.) The Mexico

City Station/as subsequently reported to CIA

‘.headquarters, identified the Luisa of the conversa-

tion as Luisa Calderon, who was then employed in

the Commercial Attache's office at the Cuban Consu-

‘late. (Ibid.)

-During the course of the conversation, the

unidentified caller asked Luisa if she had heard
(of the assassination) : : :
the latest news. Luisa replied in a joking tone:

"Yes, of course, I knew almost before Kennedy."
(Ibid.)
CIA's
Paraphrasing the telephone intercept transcript,

it states that the caller told Luisa the person




apprehended for Kennedy's slaying was the

"President of one of the Committees of the Fair

Play for Cuba." Luisa replied that she also knew
this. Luisa inquired whether the person being
held for the killing was a "gringo." The unidenti-
fied caller replied, "yes." Luisa told her caller
that she had learned nothing else about the assassina-
‘tion and that she-had learned about the assassination
only a little while ago. The unidentified caller | o
commented:

We think that if it had been or had

seemed. ..public or had been one of

the segregationists or against

intergration who had killed Kennedy,

then there was, let's say,; the

possibility that a sort of civil

war would arise in the United States;

- that contradictions would be sharpened...
“who knows ' :

Luisa responded:

Imagine, one,'two,vthreé and now, that
makes three. (She laughs.) (Ibid, p. 2)

Rayriond Rocca, in response to a 1975 Rocke-
feller Commission request for information on a
possible Cuban conspiracy to assassinate President

Kennedy wrote regarding Calderon's comments:
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{Y &£at1n hyperbole? Boastful ex post facto

;fo} //! Koy suggestlon of foreknowledge. This is the
20 U 7 f U only item in the intercept coverage of

v 4 . the Cubans and Soviets after the assassina-
tion that contains the suggestion of fore-
knowledge or expectation. (CIA Doc.,
Memorandum of Régmond Rocca for DC/OPS,
5/23/75, p. 15)

Standing by itself, Luisa Calderon's cryptic

'\9()6 :d;éomments do not merit serious attention. Her words
E
Vi N may indeed indicate foreknowledge of the assassina-
*.:_ '-\ -\‘4 L ‘ ) . .
‘C}{" tion but may equally be interpreted without such a
v ‘sinister implication. HNevertheless, the Committee
has determined that Luisa Calderon's caséié@ﬁ-meritr .
serious attention in the months following the assas-
sination.
In connection with the assassination, Luisa
Calderon's name first surfaced on November 27, 1964
in a cable sent by then Ambassador Mann‘to the State
Department (CIA Doc. DIR 85573 11/27/63)
In that cable Mann stated:
...Washington should urgently consider
feasibility of reguesting HMexican
authorities to arrest for interrogation:
\ Eusebio Azcue, Luisa Calderon and Alfredo
Mirabal. The twoc men are Cuban national
and Cuban consular officers Luisa Ca‘auron
" is a secretary in Cuban Consula*e here.
(Ibid.)
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This cable does not state the basis for

arresting Calderon. However, the CIA's copy of this

cable bears a handwritten notation on its routing

page. That notation states: ."Info from Amb Mann
for Sec Rusk re: ...pérsdns involved with Oswald
in Cuban Embassy. iann went on to state in urgent
'terms:‘ "They may quickly be returned to Havana in
order to eliminate any possibility that Mexican éovern—_
ment could use them as witnesses."'(lbid.)

According to CIA files, Calaeron made reserva-
tions to return to Havana on Cubana Airlines on -
‘December il, 1963, less than four weeks éfter the

. assassination. (CIA Doc. CSCI-316/01783-65, 4/26/63)

~ Calderon, Azcue ahd Mirabal were not arréStedA
_not‘detained for questioning‘by the Mexican federal
: éolice. Howevér,.Silvia Duran, a friend and associate
bf Calderon's and the one persbn belieVéd:to.havé_
had répeated contact with Oswald while he was in
Mexico City, was arrested and questibﬁed by the Mexican
police on two separate occasions. {(CIA Doc. DIR 84950,

11/23/63, CIA Doc. DIR 85471, 11/27/63)
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sec,o'\f’
During her”’) gglnterrogatlon, Duran was

questloned regarding her association with Calderon.

7 Congk o
oAt PRI TR,

There is no indication in thi®> report “for the

x

questioning*Duran about Calderon.

(CIA Doc. DDP4-0940, 2/21/64) The information
regarding Duran's interrogation was passed to the
Warren Commission on'February 21, 1964
more than two months.aftefACalderon had returned .
to Cuba. (Ibid-)

Informaulon was reported to the CIA during
May 1964 from a Cubanvdefector, tylng Luisa Calderon
to the Cuban intelligence apparatus. The defeétof,‘

AMMUG-1, was himself a Cuban Intelligence Officer

who supplied valuable and highly reliable information

to the .CIA regarding Cuban Intelligence operations.

{(CIA Doc;; Memorandum of'Joseph Langosch to Chief,

Office of Security, 6/%?/64) Cal%Eon's'ties to
Cuban intelligence were reported to the Warren
Commission on June 18, 1964. (CIA Ddc. FOIA.#739—319

! 6/19/64) However, the Committee has determined |
from 1ts review that the CIA did not provide Calderon's

of Novealoss 22 -« Po\rmqu,-‘chd'?(pg o
conversation“to the Warren Commission.  Consequently,

even thbugh the Warren Commission was aware that
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Calderon had connections to inteﬂigence wofk,

as did other Cuban Embassy officers, fhe vital

link between her background and her comments

was never established for the Warren Commission

.by the CIA. The Agency‘s oversignt in this

regard may have forclosed the Commission frém

acti&ely pursuing a lead of great significance.
Calderon's.-201 file reveals that she

arrived in Mexico Ciﬁy from Havana on Jahuary.l6,

1963, carrying Cuban Passport E/63/7. Her date

of birth was believed‘to'be‘l940 (CIA boc. Dispatch

HMMA21612, no date given) .Calderon's presence in

Mexico City was first reported by the CIA on July

15, 1963 in a dispatch from the CIA's Miami field

office to the CIA's Mexico City station and to the

Chief of the CIA's SpeéialiAffairs Staff (for Cubah:

operations). (CIA Doc. Dispatch JFCA-10095, 7/15/63)

That dispatch had attached to it a repo£t containing

piographic data on personnel then assigned to the

Cuban Embassy in Mexico City. At page three of the

.attached'report Luisa Calderon was lisﬁed as Secretary

of the Cuban Embassy's commercial office. The




notation indicated that a report was pending on

No such repdrt is present
Calderon. (Ibid., p. 3 of attachment) 'The - in Calderon's

201 File.

_ Agency has attempted, without success, to locate
the.report;
Luisa Calderon's association with the Cuban

‘DGI was first recorded by the CIA on May'S; 1964.

(CIA Doc:éﬁiind Memorandum of Harold SwensSﬁT\FO;A
| 68-200 5/5/64) At that time, Joseph Langosch,
Chief of Counterintelligence for the Special Affairs
Staff, repbrtéd the resulﬁs of his debriefing of.
 the Cuban défector, AMMUG—i..-The memoranddm.stated
that AMMUG—l had no direct knowledgé of Lee Harvey -

Oswald or his activities but was able to provide

items of interest based upon the comments of certain

Cﬁbén Intelligence Service,offiCers. (Ibid.) Specifically;
.AMMUG-1 was asked if Oswald Was_knoﬁn to the:Cuban
‘intelligence services before November 23; 1963.

AMMUG-1 told LangoschV:Prior to Ocﬁoberhl963, Oswald
visited the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City on two or

z three occasions. Before, during and after these

visits, Oswald was in contact with the Direccion




General De Intelligencia (DGIf,‘specifiCally
with Luisa Calderon, Manuel Vega Pgrez, and
Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez." (Ibid.)
Langosch thereafterlwrote that Calderon'é

precise relatiohship to the DGI was not clear.
As a comment to-this statement he set forth the
CIA cable and dispatch traffic which recorded her
arrival in Mexico .during January 1963 ahd departﬁre'
for Cuba withiﬁ one month after the assassination.
(Ibid.) | |

 On May 7, 1964, Langosch recorded additional
information he had elicited from AMMUG-1 regarding
Oswald's possible coﬁtact with thé DGI. (CIA'DQC
FOIA 687-295, attach. 3, 5/7/64) Paragraph 3 of

this memorandum stated in part:

a. Luisa Calderon, since -she returned
to Cuba, has been paid a regular
salary by the DGI even though she
has not performed any services.
Her home.is in the Vedado section
where the rents are high.

b. Source (AMMUG) has known Calderon
for several years. Before going
to Mexico, she worked in the
Ministry of Exterior Commerce

~in the department which was known
as the "Empress Transimport."-
Her title was Secretary General
of the Communist Youth in the
devartment named in the previous
sentence. (Ibid.)




On May 8 Langosch further disclosed AMMUG's

knowledge of the Oswald case. (Ibid, attach. 5).

Langosch paraphrased AMMUG's knowledge of Calderon

" as follows: .

I thought that Luisa Calderon might have
had contact with Oswald because I learned
- about 17 March 1964, shortly before I nade
a trip to Mexico, that she had been
- involved with an American in Mexico. The
information to which I refer was told to
me by a DGI case officer... I had commented
~to (him) that it seemed strange that Luisa
Calderon was receliving a salary from the
DGI although she apparently did not do
any work for the Service. (The case officer)
told me that hers was a peculiar case and '
that he himself believed that she had been
recruited in Mexico by the Central Intelligence
Agency although Manuel Pineiro, the Head
.of the DGI, did not agree. As I recall,
(the case officer) had investigated Luisa
Calderon. This was because,; during the time
- she was in Mexico, the DGI had intercepted
~a letter to her by an American who signed
his name OWER (phonetic) or something
.. similar. . As you know, the pronunciation
.0f Anglo-Saxon names is difficult in
Spanish so I am not sure of how the name
‘mentioned by Hernandez should be spelled.
. It could have been "Howard" or something
different. As I understand the matter,
‘the letter from the American was a love
letter but indicated that there was a
clandestine professional relationship
\' - between the writer and Luisa Calderon.
: I also understand from (the case oifficer)
\' ' - that after the interception of the letter
P she had been followed and seen in the
company of an American. I do not know if
this could have been Oswald... (Ibid.)




On May 11, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum
to DirectorvRichard Heims regarding the information
Swenson had elicited from AMMUG (CIA Doc. FCIA 687?295,
5/11/64, Rocca Memorandum) Rocca proposed that "the
DDP in person or via a designee, perferabiy the
former(vdiscuss the AMMUG-l‘situation on a_very

restricted basis with Mr. Rankin at his earliest

-convenience either at the Agency or at the Commission

headquarters. Until this takes place, .it is not
‘ A .
desirable to put anything in writing. (Ibid. p. 2)
On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin regarding

AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its

sensitivity and operational signifiéance. (CIA Doc.

FOIA 697-294, 5/15/64_, ‘Helms Memorandum) Attached

to Helms' communicatioh'was a paraphrased aCcountiﬁg
of Langosch's May 5 memorandum. (Ibid.) "In that
attachment the intelligence associations of Manuel 
Vega Perez and Rogelis~§odriguez Lopezsﬁere set forth.
Howéver, that attachment made no reference whatsoever

to Luisa Calderon.

Howard Willens of the Warren Commission

requested as a follow-up to the May 15 mewmorandum,




access to the questions used in Langosch's
intefrogation of Aﬁ%G. (CIA Doc. FOIA 739-316, 6/19/64,
_Memorandum) On June 18, 1964 Arthur Dooley of
Roccals Counterintelligence gesearch‘and Analysis
Group todk the questions and AMMUG's résponses to
the Warren_Commissibn's office s for Willen's review.
Willens saw Langosch's May~5 memorandum. The only’
mention of Calderon was as follbws: "The precisé
;relationship of Luisa Calderon to the DGI is not
clear. She spent abéut six months in:Mexico‘from
.wﬁich she returned to Cuba early in 1964.""(Ibid7)
However, Willens Was not shown v LéngoScﬁ's

memorandu; of May_7 and May 8, 1964 which contained

‘much mdre detailed information on Luisa Calderon,
inéluding'her poSsible‘éssoéiation with Lee Harvey
. Oswald and/or American intelligence! (Ibid.)%
The Warren Commission as of June 19, 1964,
had little if no reason to pursue the Luisa Calderon -

lead. It had effectively been denied significant

* It should be noted that these memoranda of May 5,
7, 8, 11 and June 19 with attachments, are not
referenced in the Calderon 201 file. (See CIA
Computer printout of Calderon 201 file) Their
existence was determined by the Committee's
independent review of other agency files.
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backgrouna information. This denial may have
impeaed or .prevented the Commission's pursuit

of Calderon's popential relationship tb Oswald

and the assassination of Président_Kennedy. But
even if tﬁe Warren Commission had : learned

of Calderon's background and possible contact with
Oswald itAstill had been denied fhe ohe significant
piece of information that might have raised its B
interest in éalderdn to a more serious level. The

Warren Commission was never told about Calderon's

conversation of November 22, 1964.

The Committee has contacted formér édmmission
and CIA representatives in an effort to determine whether
a transcript of theiEalderon conversation was |
ever shown to the Warren Commission. The response
.has uniformly been that the Calderon
conversﬁtion was never made available to the Commission

nor was 1ts existence ever made known to the Commission.




HSCA Interview of W. Da&id Slawson, 8/17/78, p.5;
Willens response to letter of HSCA Class. Exec.
Sess. Test. of Richard Helms, 8/9/78, p. 132; CF
deposition of Raymond Rocca, p. 156 wherein he

states that he is sure the Commission knew of it,)

In addition, the Calderon 201 file bears no

reference to the conversation nor does it indicate
that it was ever made known to or provided the
Warren Commission for its analysis. (CIA Computer

print-out of Calderon 20l fi1e)

Infan effort fo_ - determine the manner in which the

treated the Calderon conversation this Committee
posed the following questions to. the CIA:

1. Was the Warren Commission or any Warren
Commission staff member ever given access
to the transcript of a telephone conversa-
tion, dated November 22, 1963, between a
female employee of the Cuban Embassy/’
Consulate in Mexico City, identified
as Luisa, and an unidentified male speak-
ing from outsitde the Cuban Embassy/Con-
sulate? If so, please indicate when
this transcript was provided to the Warren
Commission or its staff, which CIA official
provided it, and which Warren Commission
members or staff reviewed it.

2. Was the Warren Commission or any member

of the Warren Commission or any Warren
Commission staff member ever informed

CIZ
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orally or in writing of the substance
- of the above-referenced conversation
of November 22, 19637 If so, please
indicate when and in what form this
information was provided, and which - L
CIA official provided it.C74SCHf£7““i/¥T%“ -
Arigni? av, /9 7 )

— IBPga memorandum deted-Staterma® 37,1978, Khe
‘ V 7

CIA responded:

gu c\uofck PST

The available evidence thus'supportsithe'
""" conclusion that the Warren Commission was never

given the informationnodr the opportunity by

which it could evaluate Luisa Calderon's signi-
ficaﬁce to the events surrounding Eresident Kennedy;s
.assaésination. Had the Commission-been‘expedi—-
tiously provided this evidence of‘her intelligence
- background, associatiéglwith Silvia Durgn, and
her commentgiy‘following the assassination, it

\ may well have given more serious investigative

N 5'\}/ consideration to her potential knowledge of Oswald

Cuban governments possible involvement in




a conspiracy to assassinate President Kennedy.

Two difficult issues remain which are raised

by the Committee's finding. First, why didn't

the Agency.pfovide thé Calderon conversation to the
Warren Commission; secondly, why didn't the Agency
reveal to the Warren Commission its fgll knoWledge
of Céldérén's intelligence background, her éossible
kﬁowledge of Oswald and her possible connection to
the CIA br some other American_intelligence épparéfus.
The first question cah be explained in benign
_térms. It-ié reasonably possible that by sheer
oversight the cqnversation was filed away and not -

recovered or recollected until after the Warren

: Commission had completed:its investigation and
publishéd its report. (See above CiA eXplanation)
As for.the Agency's withholding of_infdrmatioh
concerning Calderon's intelligence badkground, the.
record reflects thatvﬁgé Commissidn waslmerely
informed that Calderon may have been a member of
! the DGI. (CIA Doc. 5/5/64, Swenson Memorandum)

The memoranda which provided more extensive.examina-

tion of her intelligence background were not made




available for the Commission's review. Significantly,

the May 8 memorandum written by Joseph Langosch

following his debriefing of AMMUG-1 indicatedvthat
AMMUG-1 and a second Cuban Intelligence officer
_believed Calderon to be a CIA cperetive. (CIA Doc.
'FOIA 687-295, attach 5, 5/8/64) It is possible
~that this information was not provided’the Warren
Commission either because there was no basis in
fact for the aliegation or because the allegation
was of substantlve concern to the Agency If the
allegation were true, the consequences for the CIA

would have been serious. It would have demonStrated

that a CIA operatlve, well placed in the Cuban Embassy,
‘may have possessed 1n£ormatlon prlor to the assassina-
tion regardlng Oswald and/or his relatlonshlp to the
.Cuban Intelllgence'Serv1ce ) and that Serv1ces
- possible involvement in a conséiracy to assassinate
President Kennedy.
Regarding Caldeton's possible association
with the CIA, Agency files reviewed reVeal no

ostensible connection between Calderon and the CIA.




However, there are indications that such contact

between  Calderon and the Agency was contemplated.

A September 1, 1963 CIA dispatch from the Chief
of the Special Affairs Staff to the CIA's Chief
of Station in Mexico City states in part;

...Luisa Calderon has a sister residing

in Reynosa, Texas, married to an American
of Mexican descent. If (CIA asset) can
further identify the sister, our domestic -
exploitation section might be in a posi-
tion to .follow up on this lead...Please
levy the requirement on (CIA asset) at

the next opportunity. (CIA Doc. ' HMMW-
1935, 9/1/63)

An earlierbciA dispatch from the CIA Chief
of Station in Mexico City to the Chief of the CIA's

Western Hemisphere Division records that:

Wilfredo of the Cuban Consulate, Tampico,
reported that Luisa Calderon has a sister
residing in Reynosa, Texas...Luisa may go
up to the border to visit her sister soon--
or her mother may make the trip--details
‘not clear (CIA Doc. HMMA 21849, July 31,
- 1965) ' .

At the.very leaé%) £he above disp%tches
evidenced an interest in the activities of Caldéroﬁ
\ and her family. Whether this interest took
the form of a clandestine-agent relationship is

~not revealed by Calderon's 201 file.

A




The Committee has queriea bavid Ronis, the
authof,of the above ciﬁed dispatch requesting
that Calderon's sisﬁer be contécted by the CIA's
"domestic exploitation section."” (HSCAIClass.
Staff Interview of David Ronis,,8/3l/78) Ronis
was a member of the CIA's Special Affairs Staff
at the time he wrote the dispatch. He worked
principally at CIA headguarters and was responsiﬁle
for récruitment~and handling of agéntsvfof collection
‘'of intelligence data. Mr. Ronis, when interviewed
by this CQmmittee, stated that paff of hié.responsi;
bility was to scour the Western Hemisphere division

for operational leads related to the work of the

Special‘Affairs staff. .Ronis recalled that he
normally.would send requestis to CIA‘field'stations
forbinformation.or leads on various persdns. Often
he wouid receive no response to these reéuests,
which normally indicaﬁga that no follow;up had
either been attempted or successfully conducted.

\ It was Ronis' recollection that the above—cite@
domestic exploitation section was a task force

within the Special Affairs Staff: He also stated

that in 1963 the CIA's Domestic Contacts Division

P



might have been requested to locate Luisa Calderon's

sister. Ronis told the Committee that he had no 

recollection of recruiting any person associated

with the Cuban Intelligence Service. He did recall
that he had recruited women to perform tasks for
» the Agency. However, he did not recall ever_recruiting.
any'employees bf the Cuban Embassy/Consulate in

Mexico city.  Finally, Mr. Ronis stated that he had

no fécdllection.that Luisa Calderon was assoéiated

Qith the CIA. (Ibid.)
w', ‘ ' ' _ Vafioﬁs present and former CIA'tepreéentatives
were queried whether Luisa Calderon had eVer'beén

associated with the CIA. The uniform answer was

'that no one recéiled such an as;oéiatiQn.';(Citeé:
Ekeé._Sess. Test. bf Richard Helm;,'8/9/78; p. 136;
HSCA Class. Depo. of Réymond Rocca, 7/17/78, p. 148;
HSCA Staff Interview of Joseph Langoschf 8/21/78,.
Picqolo, Interview of :;_) ‘
Thus, the Agency's file on Calderon and the
\ testimony of former.CIA employees_haVe revealed no

"connection between Calderon and the CIA. Yet, as

indicated earlier, this file is incompleteithe




. . . . o~
most glaring Omission being the absence: from

7 Calderan'y
e 201 fileébf 4 cryptic remarks

e g

. -' . - 3 o l‘
following the assassination of President Kennedy.;

e e
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AMMUG-1
This Committée‘s investigation of Lﬁisaf
Calderon has revealed that a defector'ffom the Cuban
Ihteiligence Services provided the CIA with signi-
ficantinformation'about Lee Har&ey Oswald's éontacts
with'the DGI in Mexico city. This defector was-
aséigned the CIA cryptonym AMMUG—l‘(A—l hereinafter) .*
CIA files reveal that7A¥i defected from the
DGI on April_2l, 1964 1in Halifax; quaiscotia} Canada.

When he defected, A-1 possessed a number of DGI

documents which were subsequently turned over to

the CIA. (CTA Doc. OTTA IN 68894, 4/24/68)
Following his defection, a CIA officer, Joseph H.
Langosch,‘went to Canéda to meet A-1, debrief him,
and arrange for A-1's travel into the Uniﬁed States.

(Ibid.) On May 1, 1964, 92 reels of Langosch's

,

JESUEEE

ATt 1s now wnown that A-1 did provide significant

leads to the CIA regarding Juisa Calderon. It is

r apparent that 1ittle of this information

de available by the CILA to. the Warren Commission-
. ore, tne possibility exists that A-l had
provided otnher information to the CIA :

relevant to the Warren Commission's WOIrk wiich

was not properly reported to the Commission.




debriefing of A-1 were forwarded to the Chief of
Station in Ottawa, Canada. (CIA Doc. Dispatch dCDA
7763, 5/1/64) Effective on May 1, A-1 was unaer
contract with the CIA for operational purposes.

(CIA Doc. Contract Approving Officer Memo, 6/6/64)

_ By June 23,_1964,‘Langosch was convinced that'A—l

would be of great value to the Agency. He stated:

There is no. guestion in my mind that
"AMMUG-1 is a bona fide defector or

that he has furnished us with accurate
and valuable information concerning:
Cuban - intelligence operations, staffers,
and agents. (CIA Doc. Langosch Memo to
Director of Security, 6/23/64) '

As an officer of the DGI, A-1 from August of

1963 until his defection was assigned to the DGI's

Illegal Section B (CIA Doc. OTTA IN 68894 4/24/64)

which was responsible for training égents for
assignment in Latin America. His specific reéponsi»
bility pertained to handling of agent operations
in E1 Saivador. (CIA Doc. Personal Recbrd Questidn—
naire 6/4/64; CIA Doc. Otté In 68894 4/24/64)

A-1 identified for the CIA the Cuban Intelli-—
gence officers assigned tb Mexico City. Langosch

described A-1's knowledge of DGI operations in

~

Mexico as follows:




"In Mexico City, he knows who the
~intelligence people are. - One is the
Cuban Consul Alfredo Mirabal. He is
called the Chief of the Centre. That
is his title but he is actually the
intelligence chief, or at least he
- was until the 16th of April at which
time a replacement was sent to Mexico
to take over. This fellow's name is
Manuel Vega. The source says that
the Commercial attache whose name is
-Ricardo Tapia or Concepcion (he is
not sure which is an intelligence
officer) and another one is Rogelio.
( I might say that some of these names
are familiar to me.) (Langosch debriefing
.of A-1, 4/30/64, p. 5 of reel 4, 4/23/64)

‘Thus, A-1 was able to provide thé CIA soon
after his defection with accurate ihformation |
regafding DGI éperations and DGI employees-in ,

. Mexico‘Ciﬁy.

The Commitﬁee'ﬁas reviewed the CIA's files
concarning A-1. This éxamination‘waé undértakeh
to determine: 1) whether A-1 had provided any
valuable investigative_léads to the_CIA pertaining
to the assassination of Président Kenhéay; and 2)
whether, if sgch leads were provided, these leads

and/or other significant information were made

available to the Warren Commission.




The Committee's initial review of the
materials provided by the CIA to the Warren
Commission did not disclose the existence.of the
AMMUG files. However, the Committee did during
the course of its review examine a file containing
matériél passed to the Rockefeller-Commission. That'
file made reference to A-1. Includea.in this
file was a memorandum of May 5, 1964 written by ’
Joseph\Léngosch.which concerned information A-1
provided about the Oswald case. (CIA Doc.lFOIA 68;290
Langosch Memorandum, 5/5/64) Also contained within
this file were the A;l debriefin§ memorando. of
May 7, and May 8, 1964 previously cited_with regard
 to Luisa‘Calderon.' (CIA Doc. FOIAY#68742§5,'attach's
3 and 5) .Eollowihg review of the memoranda, the
:Committee requested access to all CIAvfiies
concernin;rreférring to A-1.

From review of these materials th‘Je Comnmittee '
has determined that the Warren Commission did learh :
during mid—May 1964 that Lee Harvey Osﬁala probably

had come in contact with DGI officers in Mexico City-




Prior to learning of Oswald's probable contact

with DGI officers, James Angleton, Chief of the

CIA's Couhﬁer Intelligence Staff passed.an internal
memorandum to Raymond Rocca, also of the Counter=>
intelligence Staff, which stated that he had been
informed by the DDP, Richard Helms, that J. Lee
Rankin had contacted-John McCone to request that
the ﬁireétor consent to an interview before the
Warren Commission on May‘l4, 1964. (J. Edgar
Hoover also appeared pbefore the Coﬁmission bn

thaf date prior to McCone's appearance. .Warréh

) a Vel )
Commission Report,” Pzi71-2}{CIA Doc. FOIA 689-298,

Memorandum of James Angleton, 5/12/64)' Angleton
also wrote: |

1 discussed with Mr. Helms the nature of
the recent information which you are
processing which originated with the.
sensitive Western Hemisphere source. I
informed him that in your view this would
raise a number OF new factors with the
Comnission, that it should not go to the .
Cormmission prior to the Director's appear-
ance unless we have first had some pre-
liminary reaction or made sure that the .
Director is fully aware of the implica-
tions since it could well serve as the
basis for detailed gquestioning. The DDP-
stated that he would review this care-
fully amd made (sic) a decision as to

the cuestion of timing. (Ibid.)

e




Undoubtedly the White House source referred
to in Angleton's memowas A-1. This conclusion is
based in part upon the date of this memo which
was quite close in time to A-1's defeqtion. "In
addition, Rocca's staff pfepared _ prior

to DCI McCone's appearance before the Warren
a'Brief _

, : W
Commission for Presentation to the Warren Commission

outlining various positions adopted by the C;Alvis a
vis its investigaﬁive efforts and assistance to fhe
Commission. (CIA Doc. FOIA 695-302-A, 5/14/64)

At Tab E of this brief it states: |

Within the past week, significant infor-
mation has been developed by the CIA re-
garding the relationship with Oswald of
certain Cuban intelligence personnel in
Mexico City and the reaction in Havana
within the Cuban Intelligence Service

to the news of the assassination of
President Kennedy. The Commission Staff
is in the course of being briefed on the
Cuban asspect. (Ibid., Tab E)

On May 15, 1964, the day of McCone's interview,
the Warren Commission'iéceived its firsf formal
communication regarding A-1l. (éIA Doc FOIAV697w294L
5/15/64) However, the Agency did not at that time
identify A-1 by his real name or cryptonym nor did’

the Agency indicate that the source of this information



was a defector then residing under secure conditions
in the Washington, D.C. area. (Ibid.)  The May 15

communication did state that the Agency had

"established contact "with a well-placed invidivual

who has been in close and prolongéd‘contact with

ranking officers of the Cuban Direccion General de

Intelligencia.” (Ibid.)

Attached to.the May 15 communicétion waé a’
copy of Langosch's above referenéed memorandum of
May 5, 1964 regarding knowledge of-bswald's'prg—
béble-contact With the DGI in Mexico ity. The
attachment made no réference to the source's status
as a defector from the DGI. (Ibid., attachment)

AsNSet forth iﬁ the.sectioh of this report
cohcérniﬁg~Luisa Célderon, on June 18, 1964, Howard
Wiliens of the Warren Commission re&iewed Léngosch's
May 5 memo and the questions upon whiéhjthe informa-
tion set forth in the memo was'élicitedi‘ Neither the
questions nor the memo shown to Willens made
reference to the source's status as a defector col-
laborating with the CTA. (CIA Doc FOIA 739-319,

6/19/ 64) .




. Based upon review of the Langosch memoranda,

the Committee has determined that significant

information regarding Luisa Calderon,specifically
of Nov. 22 details of her ‘ : )

her conversation'and’ggsociation with Cuban Intelligence
were withheld from the Warren Commission. This
information as described above, was derived from

: However, o 4
debriefings of A-1. From the Committee's review

of the A-1 file provided by the CIA, the Committee

has not found any credible evidence indicating that
other information provided by A-1 to the CIA was
relevant to the .work of the WarrenbemmissionL ' However,
in its review the Committee has determined that a

as N .
specific document referenced in the A-1 file is

not present in that file.
The missing item is of considerable concern to

the Committee. It is a debriefing report of A-1

entitled "The Oswald Case." (CIA Doc Dispatch UFGW- -

5035, 3/23/65) On Mafch 23,‘1965, a‘CiA dispétch
records the transmittal of the report, along with

\ eleven other A~1 debriefing reports. (Ibid.) Next td
the listing of the "Oswald Case" debriéfing repdrt_
is the' handwritten notation "SI." A CIAiemployee

who has worked extensively with the Agency files




system told a Committee Staff memebr that this
notation was the symbol for the CIA component

known as Special Intelligence. Other CIA

representatives believed the notation was a

reference to the Counterlntelllgence component -
. ’u’y-') A8

: e

CI/SIG. In a CIA memorandun dated%’? , the CIA has adopted the
. s oKX .. L.
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The Commlttee has que’ sntd A-1's case offlcers

regafdlng addltlonal information that A—l may have

supplled abput Oswald. ‘'Joseph Lanogsch/when

interviewed by the Committee, stated thatvhé did not

have contact with the Warren Comﬁissiod'and'does

not_kndw what information derived frdm Ael's de-

briefings was supplied‘to the Warren Commission:

(HSCA Staff Interview of Joseph Langosch, 8/21/78; Cite,alsé
Interviews of Hildago & Piccolo) He also stated that

he does not recall that A-1 provided any other information




on Oswald's contact with the DGI except for that
set forth in the_Memoranda of May 5, 7, and 8 as

discussed herein. (Ibid.)

In a further effort to clarify the substance

~of information that A-1 provided to the CIA
regarding Oswald, the.Committeevhas attempted to
locate A-1. The CIA has also attempted‘to locate’

resen R polakjonship & /s am®Piguous
A-1, WhODg qwg&a@mknt with the Agency was—termimated
?¢¥¥P?_, but has been unable to determine his. |
present whereabouts. The CIA‘s.inability to ‘locate
A-1 has been a source of concern to this COmﬁittee
particularly in light of his long association»with

- the Agency.

..Thus} gaps do exist regarding informafion A-1 -
may have supplied thé,CIA about Oswald.  H6weVer7with the
exception of the Calderon episode and on the
basis of the CIA's written.record it appeérs that
' the CIA provided the Warren Commission @ith all A-1
vinformation of investigative significance.
§ | _ A separate question remains however. The
| Agency, as_ﬁoted earlier, did not reveal to the
Warren Commision that A—l-was present in the

Washington, D.C. area and, under controlled

* A Aprili1578 CiA ge.mmu,,\.(.;ha,\ Y2 Ahe FBI "CDAF“'\P( { S-hzjici e
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conditions, accessible to the Commission. Giving

due consideration to the CIA's serious concern

fbr.protecting its sources, the fact that A-1's
status was not disclosed prevented the Warren
éommissioh from exercising a.possible option,
i.e. to take the sworn testimony of A—i és'it

concernéd Oswald and the Kennedy assassination.

On this issue, as the written record tends to
show, the Agency uniiateially-rejected fhe possibility
of exercising this option. -
"In light.of_the establishment of A-1's
. bona fideSKQ | - o »I', his
proven reliability and his depth of knowledge of

~ Cuban intelligence activities, this option might

well have been ccnsidered by the Warren Commission.

The AMLASH Operation

During 1967, the CIA's Inépector General
\ issued a report which examined CIA supported
assassination plots. 1Included in this report

was discussicn of the CIA-Mafia plots and an




Agency project referred to as the AMLASH

operation (CIA Inspector General Report 1967

pp. 1-74, 78-112). The AMLASH operation involved
a high level Cuban official (aseigned Ehe CcIa |
cryptonym AMLASH/1) who, during 1962 while meeting
with a CIA representative expressed the desirevto'
assassinafe Fidel Castro (Ibid., p. 84). As a .
result of AMLASH's expressed objective and the
CIA's desire to find a viable political.alternative
' to the Castro regime, the Agency subsequently
provided AMLASH with both moral and material
support designed to depose Fidel Castro. (Ibid.,

pp. 80-94). The AMLASH operation was terminafedl

by the CIA in 1965 as the'reeult of security leaks.
(Ibid. pp. 104-106) During 1965, AMLASH and his
_ eonspirators were brought to trial in_Cﬁba for piotting
against Castro. AMLASH was sentenced to death, but
at Castro's request tﬁe sentence was reduced to
vtwenty—five yvears imprisonment. (Ibid. Pp. 107—110).
Iﬁ its examination of the AMLASH operation
‘the 1967 IGR concluded that the CIA had offered both

direct and indirect support for AMLASH's plotting (Ibid. p. 80)




The most striking example of the CIA's direct
offer of support to AMLASH reported by the

1967 IGR states "it is likely that at the very
moment President Kennedy was shot a CIA offieer

was meeting with a Cuban agent in Paris ahd-giving

_him an assassination device for use against CASTRO."

(Ibid.)

The 1967 IGR.offered no firm eviaehce confirming
or refutihg Caetro's knewledge of the AMLASH'operation
prior to the'assassination of’President Kennedy5 The |
1967 IGR dld note that in 1965 when AMLASH was | |

trled in Havan%,press reports of Cuban knowledge

of AMLASH s assoc1atlon with the CIAwNeredated from
'November 1964 approxlmately one year after Pre51dent

'thennedy S assass1natlon, (Inld p lll)

The Church Commlttee in Book Vv of ite.Final'
Report examlned the AMLASH operatlon in great detall.
(ssc, Book V, pp. 2—7; 67-69) The Church Commlttee
concluded:

The AMLASH plot was more relevant to the

Warren Commision work than the early CIA -

assassination plots with the underworld.

Unilke those earlier plots, the AMLASH



operation was in progress at the time

of the assassination; unlike the earlier

plots, the AMLASH operation could

clearly be traced to the CIA; énd

unlike the earlier plots, the CIA»had
endorsed AMLASH‘é préposal for a coup,
:the‘first stép to him being Casﬁro's
assassination, despite Castro's threat
to’retaliafeufor such plotting. No one
directly involved in either investigation
(i.e. the CIA and the FBI) Was‘told'of‘.
the AMLASH operation. No one investi—

gated a connection between the AMLASH

.operation and President Kennedy's
T'assaésinéfion._ Although OéWald had been"

in dontact Qith pfo—CésﬁrQ'énd anti-

Castro groups fof manyvmonthé before the

assassination, the CIA did nqt'cohduct

a thorough invéstigation of questiqns

of Cuban government or Cuban exile

involvement in the assassinatioﬁ; (Ibid. p. 5)




In 1977, the CIA issued a second Inspector
General's Report concerning the subject of CIA
sponsored assassination plots. ThisARepbrt, in
large part, was intended as avrebuttal of the>

" Church Committee's findings{ Thevl977 IGR states:

‘The Report (of the Church Committee)

assigns it (the AMLASH operatibn)

characteristics that it did not have

‘during the period preceding the assassina-

tion of JFK in order to support the SSC

view that it should have been reported

to the Warren Commission. (1977 IGR p. 2)

The 1977 IGR concluded that prior to the

_éssagsination of President Kennedy, the AMLASH'
operation was not an assassination plot.

Nevertheless, the 1977 IGR did state:

It would have served to reinforce'the

credibility of (the Warren Commission)

its efforts had it taken a broader view

of the matter (of normal avenue of

investigation). The CIA, too, could

have considered in specific terms

what most then saw in general terms—-

the possibility of Soviet or Cuban

involvement in the assassination

‘because of the tensions of the time..
It is not enough to be able to point




to erroneous criticisms made today.

The Agency should have taken broader
initiatives then as well. That

CIA employees at the time felt--as

they obviously did--that the activities
about which they knew had no relevance
to the Warren Commission inquiry does
not take the place of a record of
conscious review. (Ibid. p. 11)

Richard Helms, as.the highestwievel CIA
enployee ih contact with the Warren Cémmiséibn on
a regular basis, testified to the.Rockeféller
Commission'thét‘hé'did not.beliéQé the AMtASHi
operation.was.relevant té the iﬁvestigation 6f

President Kéhnedy's‘death. (Rockefeller Commission,

Testimony of Richard Helms, 4/24/75 pp. 389—391,392)

In addition, Mr. Helms testified befOrerthiS_
Committee that the AMLASH opefation.was'not'aesignéd
£o be an asséésinatioﬁ plot (Exec.;Sess.'Tést.vof“
Richard He.lm_‘s,' 8/9/78, pp. 26-27). |

A contrésting view to the tesﬁimony of Mr.
Helms was offered by Jdseph Langosch who in- 1963

was the Chief of Counterintelligence for the CIA's Special—y
' Affai

Special Affairs Staff was the CIA component ‘ Staff

responsible for CIA operations directed against
the Government of Cuba and the Cuban‘Ihtelligence

Services (HSCA Class. Affidavit of Joseph Langosch,




Sept. 14, 1978, p. 1). The Special Affairs Staff
was headed by Desmond Fitzgerald and was responsible

-for the AMLASH operation (SSC, Book V, pp. 3, 8, 79)

Langosch,as the Chief of Counterintelligence
for the Special Affairs Staff, was responsible for
safeguarding SAS against penetration by foreign
intelligence services, particularly the Cuban
Intelligence Services (HSCA Classified Affidavit’
of Joseph Langosh, 9/14/78, p. 3) It was .
Langosch's recollection that:

that the AMLASH operation prior to

‘the assassination of President Kennedy

was characterized by the Qpec1al Affairs

staff, Desmond Fltzgerald *shd other

senior CIA officers as an assassination

.- operation initiated and sponsored by
the CIA (Ibid. p. 4)

Langosch further recollected that.as_of 196Z
it waé highly possible.that the Cuban Intelligence
Services were é@are of AMLASH and his association
with the CIA and.thatuihe information u%on which
he based his éonclusion that tge.AMLASH
\ : operation WasAinsecure‘was available to senior
level CIA officials including Desmond Fitzgerald.

(Ibid., p. Dt oyer

However, the issue before this Committee is

t

not simply whether the AMLASH operation was an




assassination plot prior to President Kennedy's
death. The broader and more significant issue,
as the 1977 IGR has identified it, is whether
the AMLASH‘operation'was of sufficient relevancy
to have been repofted to the Warren Commission.

" In the case of the AMLASH operation this
determination is a most aifficult‘maﬁter to
resolve. Reasonable men may differ in their -
éharacterizatibn'of the Agency's opérational"
objectives.

' Based upon the présently available evidence
it is the Committee's positioﬁ that ‘such inforﬁa—
tion, if made available to the Warren’Commission,'
might have stimulated the Commission's iﬁVestiga—
tive concern for poséible Cuban invol&eméht or |
compliéity in the aséassination.' As J. Lee Rankin
commented before this Committee:

...whén I read.:fthe‘Church Commi£tee's
report--it was an ideal situation for
them to just pick out any way they
wanted to tell the story and fit it

in with the facts that had to be met
and then either blame the rest of it

on somebody else or not tell any more
or polish it off. I don't think that




could have happened back in 1964.

I think there would have been a

much better chance of getting to

the heart of it. It might have
only revealed that we are involved

in it and who approved it and all
that. But I think that would

have at least come out. (HSCA Class.
Depo. of J. Lee Rankin, 8/17/78, p.91)

Thé Committee is in agreement with Mr. Rankin
that had the AMLASH operation been disclosed to
the Warren Commission, the Commiésion might héve‘
been able to foreclose the speculation and Conjéctﬁ;é'
that has sourrounded the AMLASH operation duriﬁg
the past decade. As history now récords, the”AMLASHf

operation remains a footnote to the turbulent -

relations between Castro's Cuba and the United States.

e



